





PROCEEDINGS OF THE BROWN COUNTY ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE

Pursuant to Section 19.84 Wis. Stats., a regular meeting of the Brown County Administration
Committee was held on Thursday, June 6, 2013 in Room 207, City Hall, 100 N. Jefferson Street, Green
Bay, Wisconsin.

Present: Chair Steve Fewell, Supervisor Jamir, Supervisor DeWane, Supervisor Carpenter
Excused: Supervisor Steffen
Also Present: Supervisors Dantinne, Robinson; Brent Miller, Dave Hjalmquist, Kerry Blaney,

Chuck Mabhlik, Lynn Vanden Langenberg, Maria Lasecki.

Call to Order.
The meeting was called to order by Chairman Steve Fewell at 5:54 p.m.
Approve/Modify Agenda.

Motion made by Supervisor De Wane, seconded by Supervisor Jamir to approve. Vote taken.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

Approve/Modify Minutes of April 25, 2013.

Motion made by Supervisor De Wane, seconded by Supervisor Carpenter to approve. Vote
taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

Comments from the Public: None.

Review of minutes:

a) Housing Authority (April 15, 2013).

Motion made by Supervisor De Wane, seconded by Supervisor Carpenter to receive and place
on file. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

Communications:
2.

Communication from Supervisor Dantinne re: To have Human Resources look in to better
system to compensate our employees in lieu of the step and pay grade system. Referred from
May County Board.

Dantinne informed that he brought this up because in his tenure on the Board, government had
gotten so cumbersome. They had all different steps and pay-grades, they started these
positions out based on what they did and would go through them constantly. He suggested a
base rate for positions and after 90 days they receive an increase in pay or benefits and after a
year staff reviews performance and you either get a raise or you don’t. Government goes
through an elaborate institutional thing, all employees receive different steps or grades and the
County Board was constantly reviewing wages for steps and he felt it didn’t make sense.

De Wane suggested a motion to have staff look into this.
Human Resource Manager Lynn Vanden Langenberg responded that they were working on a

Wage Comparability Study so that they could get all employees in the same plan. Right now the
plans they were following were from the union contracts. There were about 200 administrative
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employees that were in grades and steps. Departments were filling out position descriptions
questionnaires right now and then they would be reviewed. It was a lengthy process but they
planned to have this completed sometime after the first of the year and then the County Board
to act on it when they were ready to.

Robinson questioned if the Class and Comp Study would decide what the wages should be and
how they structure/describe raises, etc. Vanden Langenberg agreed. He questioned when the
committee for this going to get together. Vanden Langenberg believed one more appointment
to the committee was needed. Robinson stated they keep talking about this being ready for the
first of the year but the committee meetings keep getting pushed back. He hoped that they
would get together soon to work on it. Vanden Langenberg stated that what they were looking
at with the plan wasn’t to have steps but to have a range. If people needed to move across that
range it wouldn’t be a prescribed percent, a step is a 3% increase. Maybe an employee should
get a 1% increase, with their current plan they could not do that. It would give more flexibility.

Fewell stated that if it came back with a step/grade program it wouldn’t get through the County
Board. It would have to be more of a process. He agreed somewhat but felt it was more
complex. With the common laborer you hire someone for $12.50 an hour and tell them that
they would get an increase after 90 days if they pass their probationary period, etc. But where
the rub came from was when you get into the professional classes such as psychologists or
people with their Masters, there had to be some way of looking across the board at what the
market rate was. In his current position his employers tell him what his salary was but never
what his raise would be. Every two years they do an assessment of Chaplains throughout the
entire area and if his income was not competitive they raise it up so it's more competitive. Then
his raises were different than that. In the county’s situation they had not evaluated employees
or bumped up their raises so now if they were to compare them for example a nurse wage to a
nurse way, the county was probably low. What they need not to say to employees was that
they would get a 3% increase at this point. They should never say that anymore. It should be
determined by management on how that was going to happen and what kind of increases were
going to be given out. Some people get a better increase than others. Fewell didn’t agree with
people saying that some people should never get an increase. If a person is working here and
their manager is saying they shouldn’t get an increase then managers need to think about the
employees’ employment with the county. Fewell felt the problem was, in the public sector, they
have always managed to a contract and have not managed people. So now they had to go back
and teach managers how to manage people and say we’re going to sit down and evaluate this
person’s performance and tell them the goals they had for them and if they met those goals
they received an increase. Before, the unions signed a contract, everyone received a 2-3%
increase and it didn’t matter their performance.

Motion made by Supervisor DeWane, seconded by Supervisor Carpenter to send to staff to
look into this and have them provide a presentation when the Wage Comparability Study was
completed. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOQUSLY

Communication from Supervisor Steffen re: Amendment to Resolution #10h, upon passage of
Resolution #10h. Brown County shall begin submitting monthly invoices for all costs
associated with the referenced resolution to the following state-level offices and
departments: Department of Administration, State of Wisconsin; Office of the Governor;
Association of State Prosecutors (cc: via e-mail only); Office of every State Government
Assembly and Senate representing Brown County (cc: via e-mail only); Wisconsin State
Journal (cc: via e-mail only); Green Bay Press Gazette (cc: via e-mail only). Referred from
April County Board.
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Motion made by Supervisor De Wane, seconded by Supervisor Jamir to hold for one month.
Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

Department of Administration

4,

Budget Status Financial Report for March, 2013.

Motion made by Supervisor De Wane, seconded by Supervisor Jamir to receive and place on
file. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

2013 Budget Adjustment Log.

Motion made by Supervisor Carpenter, seconded by Supervisor De Wane to approve. Vote
taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

Government Finance Officers Association Certificate of Recognition for Budget Preparation.

Motion made by Supervisor Jamir, seconded by Supervisor De Wane to receive and place on
file and acknowledge staff for their work on the budget. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED
UNANIMOUSLY

Director’s Report.

Director of Administration Brent Miller stated that the salary summaries that they had started,
there was a lot of hard work in HR with people entering stuff into Logos and with his staff
putting this in place so that they can use it for the budget time, he truly appreciated them. It
was a lot of work and lot of effort.

Carpenter stated that it was his understanding that the county/Public Works was tearing down
the former MHC building but when you look at the purchasing site there was a bid out there to
accept a bid to tear down the former MHC. Miller informed that that should have been taken
off and he will have it removed.

Motion made by Supervisor De Wane, seconded by Supervisor Jamir to receive and place on
file. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

Information Services

8.

Budget Status Financial Reports for February and March, 2013.

Motion made by Supervisor De Wane, seconded by Supervisor Jamir to receive and place on
file. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

Director’s Report.

Director of Information Services David Hjalmquist stated that start construction on Monday with
the fiber optic project. Merit had agreed to the county’s payment structure and they should
receive the first payment from them within the next week, the second payment will arrive
around June 20" and final payment around July 15" or if the completion is earlier than that
date.

Motion made by Supervisor De Wane, seconded by Supervisor Carpenter to receive and place
on file. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY




Human Resources

10. Budget Status Financial Report for April, 2013
Motion made by Supervisor De Wane, seconded by Supervisor Jamir to receive and place on
file. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

11. Activity Report for April, 2013.
Motion made by Supervisor De Wane, seconded by Supervisor Carpenter to receive and place
on file. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

12. Director’s Report.
Human Resources Manager Lynn Vanden Langenberg reported on the following:
They completed the reorganization for the Port and Solid Waste Department that will go
through the Planning, Development and Transportation Committee and through the County
Board. The new Director had some ideas to organize for some efficiency.
They completed the RFP for the Short Term Disability and she will be bringing that plan
document forward at the end of the month because any changes to benefit documents had to
come before this committee.
Departments were working on their position description questionnaires for the Wage
Comparability Study. They had about 25% handed in and expect the rest to come in by the
middle of July.
They were planning for the benefits for the 2014 budget. Health care costs will be a big driver
for the budget. They were expected to go up between 8% and 10%. So they were working on
some different scenarios to help contain those costs.
With the LEAN facilitators, they were working on a plan that they could start training new
facilitators internally instead of sending them to NWTC or Optima. They felt they had some
strong facilitators that could train just as well internally.
Motion made by Supervisor De Wane, seconded by Supervisor Jamir to receive and place on
file. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

Child Support

13. Budget Status Financial Reports for March and April, 2013.
Motion made by Supervisor Jamir, seconded by Supervisor De Wane to receive and place on
file. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

14. 2012 Final Child Support Report.

Child Support Director Maria Lasecki informed that on Tues, May 21* the Joint Finance
Committee did approve $8.5M in the next biannual budget to restore child support funding that
was lost.

Miller wanted to thank Ms. Lasecki and informed that Representatives Nygren thanked Brown,
Oconto and Marinette counties for making them aware through the Legislative breakfast and



meeting face to face on how important this money was. He truly believed in the efforts of
Wisconsin Child Support Enforcement Association (WCSEA).

Lasecki stated they were relentless and she was lucky enough to join them. It restored them to
2005 funding levels. Rather than losing 7-8 positions, they will have the ability financially to
reinstate 7-8 positions.

Fewell stated that he would receive the most calls, not recently, about how slow and tedious
Child Support was. And how they would never pursue back child support for those reasons. This
was needed and he knew staff was overworked and that there were a lot of issues out there.

De Wane thanked Lasecki for what their department did.

Lasecki thanked her staff and informed that it was a pleasure working with Corporation Counsel
Juliana Ruenzel and her staff and they were doing great things in regard to the Supporting
Parents Supporting Kids Grant so there were options and alternatives than enforcing with a
hard-hammer. They were optimistic and this funding will allow for that.

Motion made by Supervisor De Wane, seconded by Supervisor Jamir to receive and place on
file. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

15. Director’s Report.
Nothing further to report.
Motion made by Supervisor De Wane, seconded by Supervisor Jamir to Receive and place on
file. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

Treasurer

16. Budget Status Financial Reports for March and April, 2013.
Treasurer Kerry Blaney introduced his Financial Specialist Chuck Mahlik. He had been with
Blaney for over three years and had done an excellent job and had heiped him with investments
and putting reports together, etc. He’s been an excellent addition to their office with his
financial background.
Their income for property tax revenue was down due to their delinquencies being down, more
than they anticipated.
Motion made by Supervisor De Wane, seconded by Supervisor Jamir to suspend the rules to
take Item #17 before #16. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

17. Treasurer’s Financial Report for the Months of January, February and March, 2012.
The interest on investments, they had a weighted average and get about 60 bases to 70 bases
points on their investment return. Everything had been quite low the last few years and they
don’t see much improvement at all. Their interest income was somewhat down for the year.
Motion made by Supervisor De Wane, seconded by Supervisor Jamir to receive and place on
file. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

18. Treasurer’s Report.

%)



Blaney referred to the handouts in the packet and spoke briefly in regard to them.

Motion made by Supervisor De Wane, seconded by Supervisor Carpenter to receive and place
on file Items #16 & #18. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

County Clerk

19.

Budget Status Financial Reports for March and April, 2013.

Motion made by Supervisor Carpenter, seconded by Supervisor De Wane to receive and place
on file. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

Corporation Counsel

20.

Other
21.

22.

23.

Request for approval to transfer money from the general fund to the Corporation Counsel
budget, in the amount of $11,980-$12,455, for the purpose of obtaining a subscription to the
nationally recognized legal research site BNA, (Bureau of National Affairs) specializing in the
area of Employment and Labor law to assist in-house counsel.

Corporation Counsel informed that it would be the lower amount ($11,980) if they approved
this before the end of June.

Their office was now doing employment and labor stuff and they needed access to the law that
dealt with that and all those specialty things and forms that the needed and this gave them
access. The employment and labor field was really a specialty and attorneys that worked in this
field, that’s all they did and had access to this. So their office was behind the eight-ball if they
didn’t have this access. She informed that she was having difficulties writing briefs because she
didn’t have access to this information and had to rely on other attorneys that she could call to
get her certain cases and she was unsure how long they would allow her to do that. This was a
yearly amount, not a one time deal and she would put this in the budget going forward.

Motion made by Supervisor De Wane, seconded by Supervisor Jamir to approve not to exceed
the $12,455. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

Audit of bills.

Motion made by Supervisor Carpenter, seconded by Supervisor Jamir to pay the bills. Vote
taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

Such other matters as authorized by law. None.
Adjourn.

Motion made by Supervisor Carpenter, seconded by Supervisor Jamir to adjourn at 6:22 p.m.
Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

Respectfully submitted,

Alicia Loehlein
Recording Secretary



PROCEEDINGS OF THE BROWN COUNTY
EDUCATION & RECREATION COMMITTEE & ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE

Pursuant to Section 19.84 Wis. Stats., a joint meeting of the Brown County Education & Recreation Committee
and Administration Committee was held on Thursday, June 6, 2013 in Room 200, Northern Building, 305 E. Walnut
Street, Wisconsin.

Present: Ed & Rec Committee: Chair Vander Leest, Supervisor Campbell, Supervisor Hoyer, Supervisor
Williams, Supervisor Van Dyck
Administration Committee: Chair Fewell, Supervisor Carpenter, Supervisor De Wane, Supervisor
Jamir

Excused: Supervisor Steffen

Also Present: Supervisor Hopp, Supervisor Lund, Supervisor Dantinne, Supervisor Landwehr, Supervisor Sieber,
Supervisor Robinson, Scott Anthes, Dave Hjalmquist, Brent Miller, Lynn Stainbrook, Neil
Anderson, Dan Process, Matt Kriese, Juliana Ruenzel, Doug Marsh, Kathy Pletcher, Troy
Streckenbach, Lori Denault, Doug Hartman, other interested parties

k Call to Order:

The joint meeting was called to order by Chairman Vander Leest at 5:00 p.m.
Approve/modify Agenda.

Motion made by Supervisor Campbell, seconded by Supervisor Hoyer to approve. Vote taken.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

NEW Zoo

1.

Resolution to appropriate excess fund balance for the construction of an ECO Adventure Park.

NEW Zoo Director Neil Anderson thanked the Committees for the opportunity to talk about the
proposed adventure park at the NEW Zoo. He had a visual aid of the Park that was shown to the
Committee and he also referenced the information that was contained in the agenda packet.
Anderson believes the proposed adventure park will compliment both the Zoo and the Reforestation
Camp. An Adventure Park would also give the opportunity to attract not only the visitors that
currently visit the Zoo but also the adventure enthusiasts that use the bike and ski trails. Anderson
continued that adventure park experiences are very popular within the zoo industry right now and
this has been a growing trend throughout zoos which provide not only great experiences but also are
great revenue generators.

Anderson continued that what they are proposing are three experiences. These experiences will
include a zip line coming off the existing tower. It will be a dueling zip line so you could race
somebody if you wanted to and it will go down about 800 feet. The zip line will take people down to
the front entrance of the Zoo and will provide the opportunity for motorist driving on the road to
watch the zip liners. In addition to the zip line, a ropes challenge course is being proposed which
would be an aerial obstacle course to use to test your skills and push limits and challenge yourself.
The last piece of the Adventure Park would be a climbing wall.

Anderson felt this proposed Adventure Park would anchor the site and provide additional
attendance into the Zoo and Reforestation Camp and provide additional revenue generating
opportunities, sustainability and would provide a regional destination spot for people to spend the
whole day at the Zoo. Anderson felt this was a fantastic idea and also mentioned that with regard to
the property tax levy, if they can get close to 15% of the current market numbers that they have use
the Adventure Park they would be able to take the Reforestation Camp off the levy. He feels that
figures in the 10 — 15% range are realistic. Being off the levy would put them in a sustainable model
and puts them in a position to go ahead and grow and have community support for projects. Based
on experiences other zoos in the country have had with adventure parks Anderson felt this would be
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a great addition and one that fits the Reforestation Camp well. He also mentioned that the shelter is
available for corporate rentals and they are planning on developing an entire team building program
for not only corporations but also for the general community and the schools.

Ed & Rec Committee Motion:

Motion made by Supervisor Campbell, seconded by Supervisor Hoyer to approve. Vote taken.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

Administration Committee Motion:

Motion made by Supervisor De Wane, seconded by Supervisor Jamir to approve. Vote taken.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOQUSLY

2. Budget Adjustment Request (13-48) Category 4: Interdepartmental reallocation or adjustment
(including reallocation from the County’s General Fund — Request for addition of an ECO Adventure
Park to be located at the NEW Zoo & Reforestation Camp property.
Ed & Rec Committee Motion:
Motion made by Supervisor Williams, seconded by Supervisor Campbell to approve. Vote taken.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
Administration Committee Motion:
Motion made by Supervisor De Wane, seconded by Supervisor Jamir to approve. Vote taken. MOTION
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

Golf Course

3. Resolution to appropriate excess fund balance for the renovation of the Brown County Golf Course

greens.

Supervisor De Wane asked Golf Course Superintendent Scott Anthes why Brown County had so many
problems when other golf courses in the area did not. Anthes responded that Brown County is not
the only golf course that had damages. He indicated that Fox Valley had eight greens damaged and
Northbrook also had damage. Anthes indicated that the newer a golf course is the better the
drainage they have so the newer courses will have less damage. He noted that Brown County Golf
Course is 55 years old and they used to put 50,000 rounds through and the green took a beating.
They are only meant to last 15 — 30 years. Anthes stated that every year there is some sort of
damage from the weather.

Anthes continued that the proposal is to do all 18 holes and noted that they will not shut down.
They will put temporary greens out in front and mow them down and top dress them.

Ed & Rec Committee Motion:

Motion made by Supervisor Campbell, seconded by Supervisor Hoyer to approve. Vote taken. MOTION
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

Administration Committee Motion:

Motion made by Supervisor Jamir, seconded by Supervisor Carpenter to approve. Vote taken.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

)
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4,

Budget Adjustment Request (13-49) Category 4: Interdepartmental reallocation or adjustment
(including reallocation from the County’s General Fund — Request to transfer $400,000 from the
General Fund to be appropriated to the Brown County Golf Course greens renovation project.

Vander Leest noted that the Agenda Item 4 should read $300,000 instead of $400,000. This is a
typographical error. He also noted that the bids did come back favorably and this includes a
contingency as part of the $300,000. The adjusted schedule would come out to roughly $33,836 per
year that would be paid back. Vander Leest also noted that the golf course clubhouse will be paid off
at the end of 2013 which will free up about $60,000 that is being paid towards that bond and those
funds could then be applied to this project. He felt that bringing the greens to a high level is
necessary for the golfers. He felt that this is a good investment in the future and the golf course will
see more players on the course. He also noted that the golf course is an enterprise fund and is not
on the tax levy so investments need to be made to keep it productive and at a point where people
want to play the course.

Van Dyck felt it was important to note that this is a loan that will be paid back by the golf course and
is not a permanent advancement of funds. He also felt it was important to point out that the golf
course in the past, with the exception of the past couple of years when play has been down due to
the economy, routinely returns $50,000 - $100,000 annually to the general fund and in some
instances even more than that. He felt that this was deferred maintenance for which money should
have been set aside over the years instead of stripping 100% of the proceeds out and putting them
back in the general fund. Van Dyck felt that this is somewhat of a payback for the fact that funds
were not set aside to make the repairs.

Vander Leest stated that he has spoken with Anthes and once the dust settles on this project and
they get through the transition period a reserve fund will be created similar to what was used to help
pay for the clubhouse.

Ed and Rec Motion:

Motion by Supervisor Williams, seconded by Supervisor Campbell to approve with the notation of
$300,000 over a period of 10 years. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

Administration Committee Motion:

Motion made by Supervisor Carpenter, seconded by Supervisor Jamir to approve with the notation
of $300,000 over a period of 10 years. No vote taken.

De Wane was glad to hear what was said and he felt that we need to watch what is being done so
these things do not continue to happen. He felt that we have to make sure there are funds available
to maintain County properties so we do not get in this situation of asking for large sums of money
after a bad year. He felt that care needs to be taken in these instances and if we are going to run
something he wants to make sure it is done right.

Fewell stated he would support this, however, he felt that it was somewhat of a foolish plan in that
over the years the golf course has paid back $1.9 million dollars to the general fund. What is being
done is a shuffle game and in his mind he felt it would make more sense to give the golf course the
$300,000 and let them use their excess funds to establish a fund balance because they have already
given the general fund $1.9 million dollars. Fewell would rather see the golf course be given the
$300,000 and tell them to use the money to get the greens fixed and take the additional money
instead of paying the County back to put it in a reserve fund and come up with a deferred
maintenance plan to make them self-sustaining and they do not have to come back for more money.
He felt this 10 year plan is weird because they are asking to be paid back when they have already
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given $1.9 million dollars and he sees this as almost giving them back the $300,000 that probably
should have been put in a reserve fund to take care of these kinds of issues.

Motion by Supervisor De Wane, seconded by Supervisor Carpenter to give the Brown County Golf
Course $300,000 in a separate fund for maintenance and that the Brown County Golf Course
establish an ongoing maintenance fund. Motion withdrawn by De Wane.

Vander Leest felt that this was splitting hairs. He stated that they have worked to get the best
solution available and that he had some other ideas earlier. This has been out there for over a
month and he felt that this was poor timing to bring it forward like this and further, the hurdle of
getting 18 votes on the County Board exists. That is why this was set up for a repayment plan and
not the way that Supervisor Fewell stated. Vander Leest asked Corporation Counsel Juliana Ruenzel
to comment.

Ruenzel stated that the resolution was passed and the resolution had a payback in it. The question is
if the resolution needs to be amended. She felt that if it goes where there will not be a payback then
the resolution will need to be amended.

Vander Leest asked the supervisors to think about this because there will be a split decision and
there are a lot of golfers who want to get this done who will be up in arms. This could create a lot of
angst for people from now until the County Board meeting. He would like to see a unified voice to
carry out what £d & Rec has approved and move on. The concepts are easy and he felt this was
being set up in an appropriate manner. He does not want to see a split decision that will cause
heartache and concern from the community and from golfers who want to see this project done.
Vander Leest wants to see this get done and he felt that the Administration Committee was putting
this in jeopardy and he does not support it.

Fewell stated that what the Administration Committee is doing is what should be done. This is an
enterprise fund that should be self-sustaining and they should not have to pay back the money and
they should set aside the excess funds that they normally pay back to the general fund in an ongoing
maintenance fund to take care of the golf course. That would be a long-term solution and what is
being proposed is simply a bandaid approach. Fewell noted again that they have already given the
general fund $1.9 million dollars. Fewell did not know how this is upsetting the public because the
golf course will be fixed. Fewell does not want to continue playing the game of not having
maintenance for facilities the County offers. He does not want to play a ten year game with the golf
course. He wants to see this cleaned up right now and done the right way.

Jamir stated that it seems that everyone is in agreement that the golf course needs to be fixed. Both
committees support fixing the golf course. Since this is a now a split vote, Jamir asked if the Ed and
Rec Committee would reconsider their vote to amend to what the Administration Committee did.

Vander Leest felt it would be a greater hurdle to pass County Board if the golf course is not paying
the funds back. For this reason, he would rather not have their motion reconsidered. Jamir asked if
this was any different than what was done earlier in the meeting for the Zoo and noted that the Zoo
is not being asked to pay their funds back. Vander Leest clarified that the Zoo is taking money off
the tax levy immediately and creating a maintenance fund for the future and he also noted that the
Adventure Park is truly a revenue producer. The golf course project is more of an improvement and
getting the greens back where they should be. For this reason, it was structured the way it was. He
felt that there would be a lot people worried and up in arms from now until the County Board
meeting. He would rather see a unified vote and that is what he is asking for. He thinks it is a greater
hurdle to get 18 votes if the golf course does not have to pay the funds back. The golf course will be
able to pay this back every year over 10 years and then as they go along a reserve fund can be
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created. Vander Leest also noted that the economy has been down and golf has been down since
2008 by 20 — 25% nationally. Brown County is not immune to that and has also seen decreased play.

Supervisor Hopp was glad that Fewell brought up the points he did because this has been in the
works for a month and it has already been discussed if the golf course would have to pay back
money. Hopp stated that compounded interest on $1.9 million dollars since 1999 would be $2.8
million dollars. He stated when this comes to the full Board he will support Fewell’s motion. He
would like to see this passed tonight and if it fails at full County Board it could be put back in with the
repayment plan and then try to pass it.

Vander Leest stated that we are on a schedule. If this is approved tonight and then it is approved at
the June 19 meeting, the greens will be closed and the temporary greens will be put in on July 16.
Uncertainty is being created by doing this vote and this is Vander Leest’s opinion. He would rather
have certainty and agreement and move forward and that is why it is structured the way it is. Hopp
noted that there is no certainty to anything with the Board. Vander Leest felt the Board likes to
tinker and make something that is well perfect and try to tinker with things that do not need
tinkering with. Hopp stated that this is loaning the golf course money that has already been paid to
the general fund plus charging them interest on it. The golf course has already paid for this. Hopp
stated if they go forward with Fewell’s suggested motion and do it without a repayment plan and
allow the golf course to keep the $33,000 per year and put that into a reserve account for future use
you could kill two birds with one stone. If for some reason a supervisor has a problem with this they
will have a problem with it the other way as well. If it does not pass the first time around, it can be
brought back at the same meeting and be passed that way. The work on the golf course is going to
pass one way or another and it is just a matter of repayment or not repayment.

Supervisor Lund felt it does not matter one way or the other. If the golf course pays the funds back
plus interest, it does not matter because they are going to be paying back to the general fund
anyway. When the repairs are made, there will be more people playing golf and thus more money
returned to the general fund. He did not think it was punitive either way. The golf course will return
more money to the general fund if they do not have to pay $33,000 back every year. Lund stated it is
the same money and noted that the golf course is going to start a maintenance fund anyway since
the clubhouse will be paid off soon.

Fewell stated that what he is asking for is to truly make the golf course an enterprise fund and let
them do their maintenance. His concern is that the golf course runs itself and does the ongoing
maintenance and does not have to come back and ask for money in the future because it should be a
self-contained operation and that is the whole idea of the enterprise fund. They have already given
the general fund $1.9 million dollars. He would like to see that nonsense stopped and let them put
that money in their fund and upgrade the golf course and make the necessary repairs so that the golf
course takes care of itself.

Supervisor Robinson stated that he does not have a strong opinion one way or the other but noted
that he sees the point Lund made. That being said, as to the point of whether or not the golf course
should return money to the general fund, Robinson felt that the golf course is a non-essential service
and having it is great and it is great that they generate money and he felt it would be good for them
to set up a maintenance fund and after sufficient funds have been put in the maintenance fund, if
the general fund can get money back to fund essential services, he feels that is proper. As far as the
golf course keeping all of the money they generate off the course, he would like to see them keep
enough money to sustain it, but if there is money beyond that, he is perfectly fine with returning that
to the general fund to fund essential services.

Fewell agreed that once there is a fund balance set aside for maintenance, there should not be
excess funds in the account. If that fund balance for maintenance is set at a specified amount, then
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when it gets to that level if we want to have them give the excess back to the general fund he does
not see a problem with that. He did feel that this should be set up some way where the golf course
is not coming back and asking for money ever.

Robinson agreed with Fewell and felt that having a policy for a fund balance is something they can
talk about at the County Board leve!, but he felt a policy needs to be in place for all of the fund
balances for all accounts.

Van Dyck said he understands where Fewell is coming from and he supports it but for him itis a
matter of perception. The $1.9 million dollars that is being referenced is in the past and has been
transferred to the general fund and is gone. He would like to see the focus on today and the future
and he felt both can be accomplished. He felt that the last several years have probably been an
anomaly with regard to play and revenue at the golf course so even if play does not return to what it
was four years ago, the golf course is still going to generate revenue. Right now they are paying
$60,000 per year for the clubhouse loan. If you take the $33,000 payment, there would still be
$30,000 of additional money starting next year that will be cash flow. In a 10 year period of time
that would mean another $300,000 that if kept would build up $300,000 in a fund to take care of
repairs. In addition to the fact that if they generate revenue like they have done in the past they can
keep a portion of that as well. Van Dyck agrees with Lund in that one way or another it is all the
same money and if the general perception can be given to the public that taxpayer dollars are not
being invested in the golf course and it is sustaining itself by paying back this loan this would be a
positive for everyone and he felt we could still accomplish creating a maintenance fund.
Additionally, there has been an appraisal done on an extra piece of property at the golf course and
although it is not known what will be done with it, if that were to get sold, that would create another
pot of money that something could be done with. He would like to see this move on with the way
the resolution was passed.

Hopp also reminded the Committees that the golf course is paying over $22,000 in taxes every year
so it is not like they are getting off scott free. They are paying taxes and the public deserves to know
that and should know that.

County Executive Troy Streckenbach stated that in the last 10 years they have come to the
realization that the County made a lot of investments into different areas of cultural institutions and
those infrastructures are now coming to the point where, for whatever reason, funding has not been
available to maintain them to the level that they should be maintained. He agrees with the proposal
that was made by Supervisor De Wane and brought up for discussion in the sense that we do
absolutely need to get back to the point where the golf course or Zoo or parks are starting to put
money back into these building asset accounts so funds are available for maintenance. With regard
to the golf course paying back $1.9 million dollars to the general fund, it must be remembered that
that is in lieu of taxes. The comment was in order for us to maintain and own a municipal golf
course, they felt it was right to pay the taxes that would normally be paid for if it was on the general
tax rolls. This is part of the reason why the County had made the obligation to continue to have in
the budget a line going back to the general fund. Long term as this is looked at, Streckenbach stated
that at the end of the year in 2013 and 2014 is to be able to come to the County Board in March and
say this is how much money we have left to return to the general fund because. As we look at the
five year or 10 year strategic plan, he would like to take some of the money that they would have
normally put into the general fund and put it into a segregated account that will help maintain
facilities. This is what will happen in 2014 when they come to Admin Committee with the proposal
of carryovers or return to the general fund. He felt that both things can be accomplished here and if
you look at the $300,000 and the amortization over ten years it is an amount that the golf course will
be able to maintain and it allows for the County to continue to maintain the level of essentially
having money from the taxpayers to maintain and improve upon and make the investment and then
because it is a business just like any other business it would return the money back to the general
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fund as if it would be a separate business on its own. Because the appropriation is being made, it is
being allowed to happen and you feel that they will be able to come to the Board in March and say
they have X amount of dollars available and they would like to take an amount and put it into the
maintenance fund and then have the rest go back to the general fund. Although he agrees with the
motion because at the end of the day they do need to get the money into a maintenance account,
but if you look at this long term he felt confident that they would be able to come to the Board in the
next few years and say they are able to make their payments and also be able to put some money
aside into a reserve fund. His suggestion is to leave the current resolution as set up and allow the
golf course to be an enterprise fund and operate as a business.

Administration Committee Motion:
Motion made by Supervisor De Wane, seconded by Supervisor Carpenter to approve with the

understanding that a reserve fund will be created for the golf course. Vote taken. MOTION
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

5. Bid Results for Project 1708 Brown County Golf Course Green Renovation.

The sealed bid tabulation record was provided, a copy of which is attached. The low bid was made
by Links Land LLC in the amount of $228,000 and they are looking at doing base bid A as well as
Option 2 in the amount of $27,800 for a total of $255,800.

Ed and Rec Motion:
Motion made by Supervisor Van Dyck, seconded by Supervisor Williams to approve the bid of Links

Land LLC for the base amount of $228,000 plus Option 2 in the amount of $27,800 for a total of
$255,800. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

Administration Committee Motion:

Motion made by Supervisor De Wane, seconded by Supervisor Jamir to approve the bid of Links
Land LLC for the base amount of $228,000 plus Option 2 in the amount of $27,800 for a total of
$255,800. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

6. Such other matters as authorized by law.
None.
7. Adjourn.

Ed and Rec Motion:

Motion made by Supervisor Van Dyck, seconded by Supervisor Williams to adjourn at 5:44 p.m. Vote
taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

Administration Committee Motion:

Motion made by Supervisor Carpenter, seconded by Supervisor De Wane to adjourn at 5:44 p.m. Vote
taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

Respectfully submitted,

Therese Giannunzio
Recording Secretary






MINUTES
BROWN COUNTY HOUSING AUTHORITY
Monday, May 20, 2013, 3:00 p.m.
City Hall, 100 N. Jefferson Street, Room 604
Green Bay, Wl 54301

MEMBERS PRESENT: Tom Diedrick—Chair, Ann Hartman, Corday Goddard
MEMBERS ABSENT: Sup. Andy Nicholson

OTHERS PRESENT: Robyn Hallet, Rob Strong, Matt Roberts, DonElla Payne, Lori DeGrave,

Patrick Leifker, Ben Fauske, Stephanie Schmutzer, Samantha Francar, Christy Paavola of Reed
Ribble's office

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:

1. Approval of the minutes from the April 15, 2013, meeting of the Brown County Housing
Authority

A motion was made by A. Hartman and seconded by C. Goddard to approve the minutes
from the April 15, 2013, Brown County Housing Authority meeting. Motion carried.

T. Diedrick took a moment to thank R. Aicher for all of his years of service with the BCHA.

R. Hallet suggested making introductions on record. T. Diedrick introduced himself as Chair
of the BCHA. A. Hartman introduced herself as a BCHA Commissioner. C. Goddard also
introduced himself as a BCHA Commissioner. C. Paavola introduced herself as a
representative from Congressmen Reed Ribble’s office. M. Roberts introduced himself as
the Director of Operations at ICS. D. Payne introduced herself as the Programs Leader for
the FSS/HO/LHB/VASH programs. L. DeGrave introduced herself as the HR Director at
ICS. P. Leifker introduced himself as the HCV Program Leader at ICS. B. Fauske
introduced himself as the Executive Director of ICS. S. Schmutzer introduced herself as the
new Senior Accountant with both BCHA and GBHA. R. Hallet introduced herself as the
Housing Administrator for both BCHA and GBHA. R. Strong introduced himself as the
Community Development Director for the City of Green Bay and also operates as the
Executive Director for the BCHA. S. Francar introduced herself as the new intern with the
City of Green Bay Planning Department.

A motion was made by C. Goddard and seconded by A. Hartman to take ltem #6 following
Communications and then to return to the regular agenda order. Motion carried.

COMMUNICATIONS:
2. Letter from HUD dated April 29, 2013, of final SEMAP score for 2012

R. Hallet stated that this letter indicates that HUD has determined that the BCHA SEMAP
score for 2012 is 96%, making the BCHA a high performer. She and the BCHA
Commissioners thanked ICS for their hard work to achieve this high score.

INFORMATIONAL:
6. Discussion with Reed Ribble’s office regarding Housing Choice Voucher Program

A. Hartman stated that one of the concerns that the BCHA has is that there is an issue
with port-outs and port-ins. That is, that people are moving to Brown County from another
place, getting their voucher, and then moving back to their original place and taking their
voucher with them. Often when vouchers are taken to larger cities, the BCHA then has to
pay more than they would have in Brown County.



C. Paavola asked who sets the residency requirements. R. Hallet responded that HUD
allows the HA to set residency preference but cannot make it a requirement. The local HA
can also define what it means to be a resident. Currently, the BCHA requires photo
identification with a Brown County address and two other proofs of residency (e.g. utility bill).
R. Hallet clarified that the port-out participants are meeting all of the residency requirements
but do not really intend to stay in Brown County and instead they return to a higher cost-of-
living area.

T. Diedrick added that another aspect of this is the enormous administrative cost associated
with this, which is close to $80,000 annually that is not reimbursed as B. Fauske stated.

M. Roberts added that there is a waiting list for the HCV program, so there are potentially
local residents that are not able to receive a voucher because of a voucher being used in a
different, often higher-cost city such as Milwaukee.

C. Paavola asked about the demographics of those that are porting out. M. Roberts
responded that often they are single mothers with children who receive child support from
out-of-state. P. Leifker added that once they move to Brown County (and provide the
appropriate documentation) they jump up on the preference list because they are then
considered a Brown County resident.

R. Strong added that the BCHA understands the importance and relevance of portability.
However, it seems clear that there is a significant amount of abuse taking place with it. He
stated that they are not looking to dismiss the portability option, rather to do something to
stop the abuse that is happening with those that move to Brown County only to receive the
voucher. He also added that BCHA’s screening is much more involved than it is in other
areas, and some recipients may take advantage of this as well. For example, they move to
the receiving HA and allow an unreported household member to live with them, and the new
HA may not catch it.

B. Fauske mentioned that ICS is working to manage their costs throughout the year, but
then at the end of the year, if a receiving HA chooses to absorb the vouchers suddenly
because it benefits them, that really impacts our costs negatively. R. Strong emphasized
that this affects the next year's funding because future year funding is based on previous
year usage. R. Strong also stated that we currently have 268 vouchers outside of Brown
County, which is out of 3,100 vouchers total, a high percentage.

M. Roberts added that the receiving HA can choose to absorb or not absorb the new
vouchers, which has a significant impact on ICS and the BCHA. R. Strong added that this
can implicate the numbers of vouchers which influence the amount of funding that the HA
receives. He added that there is not an easy solution to this because it is a federal program.
They are just trying to set parameters for what the BCHA is liable for.

P. Leifker cited a 2010 report, which is when they first noticed this tread starting to occur.
Prior to that time, they averaged 7 port-outs per month from January 1, 2009, to May 31,
2010; that has gone up to 268, a significant spike. They submitted documentation to HUD
regarding this increase, though nothing came of it (P. Leifker provided a copy of this
documentation to C. Paavola). He added that they started to require more of the applicants
to prove residency. D. Payne added that they started looking at utility bills and bank
statements, and in situations with suspicious activity, would require more proof of residency.

C. Paavola asked if the HA would be able to set requirements that dictate how long a
voucher recipient must remain in Brown County, to which several people responded they
could not. P. Leifker added that the only requirement the HA could implement is if
someone residing outside of Brown County receives a voucher, they would have to live in

|,





















































































































































































































